This essay investigates the promotion of Romanian art music through a selection of articles published in the Rumanian Review between 1946 and 1955, from a time when the nation was on the cusp of the communist takeover and through the early stages of consolidation of the totalitarian regime.
imperialist warmongers aligned with the Anglo-Americans. The communists wanted to believe (and some of them probably truly did) that Romania was now the land of the free, where creativity blossomed under the new patronage of the Party. A. Şahighian, editor of the Review during the early takeover period, considered that one of the journal's important roles was to "endeavour to show foreign readers … in what measure the finest cultural traditions of the past are continued and respected in the RPR." 3 Marcel
Breslasu exemplified these utopian projections in the Review:
Life is throbbing in the thoroughfares of Bucharest, on this day of May, this day of spring. And spring not only because the calendar says so. A grand new spring is filling the souls of our people, renewing and transforming our country. After many centuries of darkness and bondage of body and mind, the sun has begun to rise over these parts which spring had forgotten. 4 The first issue of the Rumanian Review was published in May 1946, at a time when the country's cultural activities were maintained despite its political turmoil. The communists were in the ascendancy, yet the traditional, western-influenced parties and the monarchy still clung to power, and private property and freedom of expression were still rights. According to Keith Hitchins, this uneasy pluralism allowed the nation's artistic life to preserve "much of its interwar effervescence. Its individualism and aesthetics [still] found expression."
5 By its third issue, the Review had a statement of purpose that read:
The RUMANIAN REVIEW presents, corroborated by documentation, a synthetic survey of Rumanian political, economical and literary life. It serves the cause of mutual good-will and understanding among all peoples, the essential basis of peace, which the world of to-day must establish, lest it perishes. The RUMANIAN REVIEW applies to all its readers for their efficient help in this task, a help that can be rendered by contributing proposals and suggestions. 6 While standard terms of communist propaganda such as "good-will" (read "friendship") and "peace" might immediately suggest leftist intervention in editorial policy, I would argue that the statement is born of a war-weary nation desperate for intellectual rather than military international engagement. There is further evidence of a pluralist editorial approach in the issues of 1946 with their balanced coverage of American-Romanian cultural relations; Frank Shea, the press attaché at the American Embassy, is interviewed about cultural and scientific links between the two countries, and there are matter-of-fact reports of an exhibition of the American way of life and of the achievements of successful Americans of Romanian origin. 7 In accordance with the journal's stated aim, these issues also cover the gamut of news about scientific, cultural, political, and economic activities. Music is not neglected, and brief articles and reports appear quite regularly. (Tudor [4/1955] ). Accordingly, the table may also be viewed as documenting the beginnings of a new national canon with socialist realism as its dominant aesthetic. The regime needed to have a body of preferred scores to differentiate itself from the previous cultural environment, and compositions mentioned in the post-takeover articles laid the foundations for future compositional practice. Canonic construction, however, was always in flux, as it reflected changing ideological trends and the regime's shifting political agendas.
In to their "bourgeois leanings"-alongside Socor, Jerea and Mendelsohn-who would enjoy official patronage after the takeover. In the post-takeover period, this relatively moderate approach would give way to one which privileged socialist realism and gave prominence to programme music, music with "meaningful" texts and libretti, or music incorporating folk elements. As well as his reports on local musical events in the Review in 1946 and 1947, Tudor appears to have had an interest in writing about the musical interaction between Romania and other countries, and even after the communists began seriously to curtail Romania's western interaction, he did not suggest that the Soviet Union's cultural path was the only way forward:
the new Rumanian musical school whose membres [sic]… in their majority, were brought up in the French school, had drawn from their example [Enescu, for example] and the doctrines necessary for finding a way of their own. In this way, these works could be realised which today honour the young Rumanian music.
12
In "Rumanian Musicians and the Exchange of Culture," he is critical of the fact that countries in close proximity to Romania, including, notably, the Soviet Union, are not fully aware of the dimensions of Romania's musical life. 13 He also criticizes Romanians' ignorance of foreign cultures, though he tactfully closes the article with a suggestion that musical interaction has been improving over the last two years.
14 Such attitudes towards the Soviet Union's influence on Romanian culture would not have been tolerated six months later, when the communists had taken full control of the country. Indeed, the very next issue of the Review printed a strongly-worded article advocating Soviet-style people's democracy by Leonte Rǎutu, an important Party apparatchik who focussed on cultural policy during the Gheorghiu-Dej period. His 1948 article extolled the USSR as the saviour of world peace and the source of other "virtuous" cultural attributes, 15 signalling that the Review's mode of expression had changed significantly by the time Rǎutu's essays appeared in its pages. Militant language became commonplace, but Tudor still managed to side-step "odious" political spin for a more mitigated tone in his 1955 survey article, "Rumanian Music Forges Ahead" (4/1955, Table 1 , column 6). 16 Following his homage to Enescu, Tudor subdivided his article into sections that, amongst other categories, include folk-based art music, oratorios, symphonic, chamber, vocal, and film music. Within each division, he took pains to highlight works that upheld the socialist realist model; programmatic scores with references to heroic figures from the past and current themes are liberally represented. The Party had rehabilitated Jora and Cuclin by the early 1950s, so Tudor was able to include them in the discussion. Naturally, composers prominent within the Composers' Union and/or the Party, including Mendelsohn, Zeno Vancea, Ion and Gheorghe Dumitrescu, Socor, Jerea and Sabin Drǎgoi, were given favorable assessments. According to Tudor, these composers had been "offered the opportunity to practise their art freely," and he suggests that they "have revived the social role of art: proudly and enthusiastically they resume their true mission, that of educating the masses and contributing their part in creating the culture and new life of their people." 17 While, with hindsight, one could debate whether the composers were in fact free agents, the substance of Tudor's argument would have been plausible to western eyes at the time. His justification of why some professional musicians needed to remain abroad is equally questionable: he blames the previous regime, with its failure to support its artists, for the emigration of cultural figures. 18 Tudor points to increased musical opportunities within Romania (in the form of choirs, ensembles, and orchestras), and while he does not go so far as to extend the hand of friendship to these exiles, the mere reference to an émigré community in neutral terms is a good example of how the Review sought to represent Romania as a cooperative international citizen. Tudor's relaxed discussion of Romania's connection with the West was part of a growing trend in the post-Stalinist Eastern Europe to end years of cultural isolationism. 19 Simultaneously, however, the authorities feared that Romanians re-entering the country might seek to undermine the regime. Of further concern was the fluidity of movement among ethnic minorities such as Germans, Hungarians, and Jews, fed by centuries of well-honed xenophobia 20 and further fuelled by the land redistribution that occurred after the ratification of the Treaty of Trianon in 1920, which resulted in multiple ethnicities being "re-assigned" to Romania.
The socialist authorities heavily censored all journalistic and academic writings from the takeover period onwards. Historian Serban Papacostea recalls that the Secret Police or Securitate and its widespread informant network were constantly monitoring people accessing the State archives, and were especially interested in those who wished to view documents that might have had a negative connection to the regime. 21 The Securitate kept dossiers on what people requested in the archives, and tabulated visits to the reading rooms of western embassies. Composer Mihail Andricu's show trial in 1959 was brought about in part by his persistent visits to the French embassy in Bucharest. 22 Papacostea also describes the rigours of editorial scrutiny:
texts would go through long preliminary stages: the staffs of the institutes or of the specialized department within the [Romanian] Academy, the editorial boards of the specialized journals, and the editorial staffs of the publishing houses which would eventually publish the texts were to verify and vouch for the ideological purity of the writings. The ideological vigilance of staff during these compulsory stages was encouraged by the fearsome cost of any ideological "error" or "deviation." in the Review, and were notable for their fervent tone. One such piece, published in October 1948, used blatantly communist rhetoric to express Romania's anti-western outlook:
The press, literature, arts, cinematography and broadcast pitilessly and relentlessly denounce the imperialist warmongers and their lackeys at home and abroad, deal at them crushing blows, obliterate the influence of imperialist ideology, and scrupulously shield the culture of the Rumanian people from the influences of imperialist ideology.
25
The language is certainly very different from that used in the Review two years previously. For example, in one article in 1946, Tudor expresses gratitude to both the Soviet Union and America for supplying music for performance in Romania, a classic example of fence-sitting during the period in which neither the East nor the West was politically dominant. Tudor writes, the cultural section of the American mission is now bringing to Rumania American musical material. Owing to this fact we have had an opportunity last year [1945] to hear a symphony by Walter Piston and, … as the material is coming in, [we] shall get acquainted with other works by the young American school. Table 1 , columns 4 and 5) claim that composers were now motivated by socialist realism. But the discussion never extends to any conceptual consideration of politically-engaged music; this was the task of the Union of Composers' journal Muzica, as well as the Party's cadres.
The Composers' Union had been reorganised along Soviet lines and Muzica was full of didactic treatises in support of communist cultural policies and practices, and strong praise for socialist realist scores.
27 Though these were couched as musicological discussions to a degree, it is not hard to infer that the scores under consideration were being presented as benchmarks for new Romanian compositions that would fulfil the censor's requirements. Other articles praised the use of folk music; still others were propaganda pieces designed to glorify the socialist state. Bǎlan reported on the music criticism section of the Union (8/1951, Table 1 , column 5), proclaiming that it will become an efficient guide for musical creation, a substantial help to composers in their effort to master socialist realism, with a view to creating an art that will be a powerful beacon on the road of the working people in our country, in their impetuous march towards Peace and Socialism.
28
In effect, the Union's critical arm became the Party's ideological watchdog during the communist period, ensuring that composers did not stray too far from the Party's dictums, changeable as these were. Hence, while Muzica instructed the Union membership on how it should respond creatively to the new environment, and invigilated the prevailing ideology, the Review aimed to inform rather than guide its readership by reporting on Romania's cultural activities. Of course, a fine line separated the two, as propaganda was disseminated through both journals and no dissenting views were expressed. seminal work Four Theories of the Press, Wilbur Schramm succinctly explains the impulse towards a unilateral journalistic trajectory as follows:
the Soviet Russians are apt to think that men should not hold different viewpoints, that compromise is a sign of weakness, that there is one right position to be found in Marxist interpretation and to be defended, propagated and enforced. To us … [this] seems reactionary and tryrannical. To the Russians, our lack of agreement, our permissiveness towards argument, compromise, and criticism, seem anarchy or chaos.
29
Matei Socor became the President of the Composers' Union in 1949, a position he held until 1954, and he was a major Party advocate and political operator within the music community. As an ardent communist he was ideal for the position; he not only guided the reform of the organisation along Soviet lines but championed socialist realism as the path to compositional relevance in the new Romania. His support for socialist realism meant that he abandoned his own more modernist compositional tendencies for a musical style that best reflected the communist aesthetic. 30 In the same year that he was appointed Union President, the Review published Socor's revealing report on his reform agenda (5/1949, one cannot claim to be a man of culture and, at the same time, maintain one's neutrality between tyranny, exploitation, war policy on one side, and the fight for a better and a fuller life of the working people, for peace, on the other.
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He suggests pragmatically that composers do not have to be card-carrying members of the Party, but their music must demonstrate the Party spirit. Socor believed that active ideological engagement was to be carried out "through discussions by man to man" as well as "visits to construction-sites and factories [that] marked the beginning of a closer contact with workers in production." 32 Predictably, he condemned cosmopolitan traits that headed, towards ever more abstract melody, towards the adoption of an ever more dissonant harmony-sometimes even totally lacking tonality-and especially an infatuation for exotic, mythologic and other themes having no connection whatever with our people.
The Acteons, Armides, Agamemnons, Hecubes, Marsyas, Oedips, are peopling Rumanian music from which Doja, Horia, Tudor, Bǎlcescu, and all the revolutionary heroes of the Rumanian people are totally absent.
33
The Stalinist campaign against cosmopolitanism, which lasted from 1949 to 1953, is strongly echoed here, reflecting the communist propagandist's notion of one correct position and the Party's need to reiterate its messages. 34 To make sure that composers maintained continuous commitment to the cause of socialist realism, Socor advocated criticism and self-criticism within the Union's music circles. 35 Buoyed by the strongarm tactics of the Soviet Union's cultural policymaker Andrei Zhdanov in the previous year-which had witnessed composer purges and re-affirmations of socialist realism-Socor targeted Romanian composers who he believed were not reaching their socialist potential. Mihail Jora and Paul Constantinescu "are still holding [to] their former decadent and obscurantist positions and composing, even today, a music peopled by ghosts haunting boyard mansions and mystic oratorios." 36 Socor criticized Constantin Silvestri's output for its "strong formalist accent," 37 and offered muted negative criticism of Andricu's music with its "French impressionistic and naturalistic influences." Socor balanced this with praise for Andricu's folk music-inspired scores, suggesting that "the content … could acquire a socialist sense" 38 and, later in the article, cited Andricu's Cantata to Stalin as a successful demonstration of Romania's new epoch.
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As if to make the critical commentary democratic, Socor also negatively targeted composers with strong connections with socialist realism such as Jerea, Mendelsohn, and Vancea, due to the "remains of old formalist conceptions" located in their music. These committed composers, suggests Socor, "struggle to obtain the method of Socialist Realism," a comment that perhaps says more about the concept's brittle aesthetic, whose meaning composers "struggled" to pinpoint accurately.
Articles attempting an articulation of what constituted good socialistic elements also strained to avoid convolution, such as this anonymous article from 1951: the best creations of the new music would have been impossible had not the composers made use of new musical intonations as main means of expression. Those new intonations are deeply rooted in the masses and in the reality of our times, when our people are building Socialism. Typical in this respect are the popular revolutionary songs and the rich treasure of the folklore, alive in the people and enriched by them with new intonations and interpretations. 40 Scores with folk music inflections or politically-inspired content appear to have had the correct "musical intonations" and as such fulfilled the rhetorical requirement that they be "national in form and socialist in content." Folk music was a cornerstone of socialist realism through which the communist regime sought subtly to enhance its claim as the legitimate group to lead the nation. 41 By championing folk music the Party was able to promote the image of itself as having "a natural identification" with "the people," since a party that supports its own musical heritage cannot be charged with being out of touch with "the people," "discursively reconstituted as a union of 'the workers' and 'the working peasantry'." In mid-1947, just before the communists had gained total control, musicologist Harry Brauner published his article "Individual and Collective Creation in Rumanian Popular Music," in which he argues that folk music should be considered as being in "continual transformation," due in part to its oral tradition. 42 This meant that folk music was not only traditional but a new musical life force and thus ideal for a society in transformation. The Party commodified folk culture, and practitioners of so-called "high art" could appropriate folk flavourings for their works, while peasant performers were regulated into groups to act out staged versions of village life. But after the colourful costumes had been put away and the decorative displays of flowers and bountiful harvests disposed of, peasants were encouraged to reject their village ways and embrace agricultural collectivization as a means of socialist liberation. A good example of the celebration of "improvement" is found in the Review in 1953, when an anonymous writer attests that Ion Cudalbu, a "young shepherd" with an impressive flute technique, was able to benefit from the reformed music education system, and "within a short time, this gifted youth acquired the technique of the clarinet, becoming a proper virtuoso."
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In socialist Romania "virtuosity" was not intended to support cultural experimentalism but rather to underpin the "duties and obligations that counter-balanced the new 'right' and freedoms that were offered." 44 The Party demanded a disciplined composer coterie, and this is clearly expressed in George
Bǎlan's 1951 music survey, "Upsurge of Musical Creation and Criticism in Rumanian People's Republic" (8/1951, Table 1 , column 5). Bǎlan supported the regime, but as a vigorous, youthful conservatorium student rather than a mature politician. His article, a celebratory piece on the first anniversary of the Composers' Union, demonstrated that the organization was in step with the regime, giving more space to a defence of socialism than to a discourse on the music. Overall, Bǎlan is concerned with the "struggle" to win "peace and progress." 45 He establishes the East-West divide with phrases such as "the decaying fruit of the bourgeois order" and the "triumph of Socialism"; buzz words surrounding "struggle," "fight," "peace," "formalist," and "cosmopolitan remnants" appear throughout the short, repetitive essay. While he included the usual list of favored composers such as Mendelsohn, Jerea, Vancea, and Klepper, it is surprising that Bǎlan made no mention of Socor. On the other hand, Bǎlan maintained the Party's disenfranchisement of Jora and Cuclin by avoiding any discussion of their music. Jora and Cuclin suffered short-term ostracism for their failure to throw off "bourgeois intellectualism" and the taint of old politics; Cuclin also had to endure a period of time in a labour camp. It was only in the cultural thaw of the post-Stalinist era and after the end of Socor's Union presidency that these two composers, amongst others, were able to rejoin the musical community, and re-appear in its discourses without negative reference.
Conclusion
The articles surveyed reveal much through the absence of those prominent members of the composer cohort who failed for a time to meet the requirements of the new system. While this lacuna enhances the articles' usefulness, the list of programmatic scores in praise of peace, Stalin, or comradeheroes discussed in the Review, also has direct interest for music historians, inasmuch as these cultural presentations mirror the contemporary political landscape. For a western reader, the mere mention of symphonies and string quartets suggests abstract individualism as quickly as a cantata praising the State reconfirms a more collective approach. By blurring the line between individualism and collectivism in promoting Romanian music abroad, the authorities could perhaps conceal the extent of cultural (and political) rupture that was occurring within the country.
And what of the music itself? Marina Frolova-Walker has argued that the communists' obsession with a score's accessibility meant that much of the music produced was monochrome in hue--in other words, that judgement of a work's creativity rested on its melodic interest and its successful prosody, if a text were used, rather than on any deeper level of technical competence such as use of counterpoint or chromaticism. She suggests that socialist realist works were thus "uniformly tedious," and goes on to say that "a composer's success or failure was decided by the organs of the State, not by the public." 46 She also notes that, in the Soviet Union at least, such music rarely received more than one performance, which for her is validation of her view of the music's limitations. I do not aim to judge whether or not the pieces listed in these articles manifest the creative shortcomings that would place them within Frolova-Walker's critique of socialist realist regimentation. However, whether they were praising Stalin, advocating peace, supporting current large-scale projects such as the Danube-Black Sea canal, or darkly critiquing the old regime, 47 these scores offer a snapshot of Romanian compositional activity at the time. From an historical perspective, Table 1 demonstrates the diversity of themes with which composers were able to generate creative works, and it is this variety that allows us to contextualize the "collective" that was the marriage (whether of convenience or otherwise) of composers and the state in this transitional period. 
